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REMARKS 

Claims 27, 28, 31, 33, 35, 37 to 39, 41, 43, 45 and 47 are currently pending for 
examination. It is respectfully submitted that all of the presently pending claims are allowable, 
and reconsideration of the present application is respectfully requested. 

All of the pending claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 as indefinite. 
Specifically, the Office Action asserts that claim 27 is indefinite because it is unclear what 
geometries define the effective mechanical stiffness and effective mechanical mass. 

Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 27 clearly recites a number of features of 
the geometry, and there is nothing ambiguous about those recited features. Specifically, claim 
27 defines the geometry as including at least one of a void and a plurality of indentations. Claim 
27 further defines those plurality of indentations as being dimensioned to expose a first portion 
of the spring-mass mechanism by a predetermined amount. It further defines that the 
predetermined amount of the first portion being exposed is greater than a predetermined amount 
by which a remaining portion of the spring-mass mechanism is exposed when the geometry, after 
it is formed, is subsequently subjected to a process that removes material from the spring-mass 
mechanism. The claim further defines that this must be so to the extent that a change in at least 
one of the effective mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass produced in the first 
portion offsets a change in at least one of the effective mechanical stiffness and the effective 
mechanical mass produced in the remaining portion, thereby providing a predetermined ratio 
between the effective mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass upon completion of 
the process. While the claim refers to two "predetermined amounts," those predetermined 
amounts are defined by their relationship to each other, and therefore the scope of the claim is 
such that it covers any two predetermined amounts that have that relationship. 

Therefore, the geometry is clearly defined (as being at least a void and a plurality 
of indentations) along with the mechanism by which the geometry defines the ratio between 
effective mechanical stiffness and effective mechanical mass (i.e., via appropriate dimensioning 
of the geometry so that the geometry changes in a predetermined manner, in response to 
completion of a process). Thus, claim 27 clearly sets forth what the geometries are to the extent 
that one of ordinary skill in the art clearly knows the metes and bounds of the scope of the 
invention. There is nothing unclear about the scope of the claimed invention, and one would 
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know what does and does not fall within its scope. A geometry that meets the clearly defined 
characteristics of the claim falls within the scope of the claim, and a geometry that is not 
dimensioned so as to include the clearly defined characteristics does not fall within the scope of 
the claims. 

Moreover, it is noted that the claims recite the invention, and their purpose is not 
to explain how the invention works. Thus, the claims need not at all recite how a claimed device 
works. That role is left to the specification. W.L. Gore & Assoc., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., Ill F.2d 
1540, 1558 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Thus, the claims need not explain how the geometries would in fact 
exhibit the defined characteristics of the effective mechanical stiffness and effective mechanical 
mass. Rather, they may recite what the characteristics are, to the extent that it is clear what does 
and does not fall within the claim's scope, which claim 27 does. 

Moreover, to the extent the rejection is based on the Examiner's belief that the 
claims arc overbroad because they may read on multiple geometries that define effective 
mechanical stiffness and effective mechanical mass, it is noted that the breadth of a claim is an 
inappropriate basis for a rejection of the claim. As § 2173.04 of the M.P.E.P., entitled "Breadth 
Is Not Indefiniteness," states: "Breadth of a claim is not to be equated with indefiniteness." See 
also In re Miller, 169 USPQ 597 (CCPA 1971). Regardless of breadth, if the scope of the 
subject matter embraced by the claims is clear, and "[i]f applicants have not otherwise indicated 
that they intend the invention to be of a scope different from that defined in the claims, then the 
claims comply with 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph." M.P.E.P. § 2173.04. A claim therefore 
can both be broad and, at the same time, clearly demarcate to those of ordinary skill in the art the 
boundaries of Applicant's invention. In order to establish that these claims are too broad, that is, 
that the scope of invention to which Applicants are striving to attain, e.g., without more 
particularly reciting further structure of the geometries, is more than what Applicants are entitled 
to under the Patent Act, specific evidence in the form of references or other publications must be 
brought forth by the Patent Office. Therefore, the issue of breadth is one that pertains not to the 
understandability of the claims, since claims that are broad are not inherently indefinite, but to 
the outer limits of what Applicants are entitled to exclude others from making, using, or selling, 
limits which are bounded by what is in the public domain and also by what others have already 
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staked out for themselves as their own property. In other words, the proper rubrics for 
examining the issue of breadth are those of anticipation and obviousness under §§102 and 103. 

Thus, even if the claims are considered broad in scope, the claims are, 
nevertheless, clear, give no rise to ambiguity, and are therefore definite. Withdrawal of the 
indefiniteness rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

All of the claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by, or 
alternatively, under U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over, U.S. Patent No. 5,914,553 ("Adams"). 
Adams does not render unpatentable any of the present claims, and the rejection should be 
withdrawn, for at least the following reason. 

The Office Action asserts that the resonator in Adams inherently provides for a 
predetermined ratio between effective mechanical mass and effective mechanical stiffness 
because the ratio is necessarily dependent upon the width and height of the resonator. Even if 
the inherency assertion was correct (which Applicants do not concede), the Office Action 
completely fails to address the additional feature of the geometry being dimensioned to produce 
an offset that maintains a predetermined ratio between effective mechanical stiffness and mass. 
Specifically, the Office Action failed to point out "a change in at least one of the effective 
mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass produced in the first portion offsets a 
change in at least one of the effective mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass 
produced in the remaining portion, thereby providing a predetermined ratio between the effective 
mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass upon completion of the process," as 
provided in claim 27. 

Accordingly, Adams fails to disclose or suggest all the features of claim 27, so 
that claim 21 and its dependent claims (e.g., claims 28, 31, 33, 35, 37 to 39, 41, 43, 45 and 47) 
are not anticipated or rendered obvious by Adams. 

Withdrawal of the rejection in view of Adams is therefore respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that all of the presently 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Prompt reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application are therefore earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/Aaron Grunberger/ 
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